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REMARKS 

The present application was filed on October 10, 2003 with claims 1-35. Claims 9 and 23 
have been canceled without prejudice, and claims 11-14 and 26-34 have been provisionally 
withdrawn. Claims 1-8, 10, 15-22, 24, 25, and 35 remain pending and claims 1,15, 25, and 35 are 
the pending independent claims. 

In the outstanding Office Action dated February 8, 2008, the Examiner: (i) rejected claims 1, 
2, 7, 8, 10, 15, 16, 21, 22, 24, 25, and 35 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over S. 
Tuecke et al. "Grid Service Specification," (hereinafter "Tuecke") in view of B. Kalali et al, "A 
Service-Oriented Monitoring Registry" (hereinafter "Kalali"); (ii) rejected claims 5, 6, 19, and 20 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Tuecke in view of Kalali, and further in view of 
P. Brittenham, "An Overview of the Web Services Inspection Language," (hereinafter "Brittenham"); 
and (iii) rejected claims 3, 4, 17,and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tuecke 
in view of Kalali, and further in view of L. Lim et al., "Characterizing Web Document Change," 
(hereinafter "Lim"). 

With regard to the § 103(a) rejections, Applicants submit herewith a declaration of prior 
invention in accordance with 37 C.F.R. 1.131. The declaration and the exhibits attached thereto 
evidence the conception of an invention falling within the present independent claims at least as 
early as September 10, 2002, as well as diligence toward a constructive reduction to practice on 
October 10, 2003. The declaration of prior invention has been signed by all six inventors. 

Applicants respectfully note that the Kalali reference, relied upon in the rejections of each of 
claims 1-8, 10, 15-22,24,25, and 35, has a priority date of October 6, 2003. Applicants respectfully 
submit that the disclosure of the reference and the claims of the present application are neither 
directed to the same invention nor are obvious variants of one another. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the declaration is effective to remove Kalali as prior art. 

Moreover, it should be noted that in addition to establishing the conception of an invention 
falling within the present independent claims at least as early as September 1 0, 2002, the declaration 
and exhibits also evidence the completion of a draft patent application by a patent attorney on behalf 
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of the Applicants on or before October 1, 2003, which is also prior to the filing date of the Kalali 
reference. Applicants note Haskell v. Coleburne. 671 F.2d 1362, 213 USPQ 192, 195, 196 (CCPA 
1982), which establishes that the finishing of a draft of a patent application by a patent attorney on 
behalf of an inventor shows conception and that filing of that application days later shows a diligent 
reduction to practice. See also MPEP 2138.06. 

In light of the above, Kalali can not be used to sustain the Examiner's §103(a) rejections. 
Accordingly, Applicants believe that claims 1-8, 10, 15-22, 24, 25, and 35 are in condition for 
allowance, and respectfully request withdrawal of the § 103(a) rejections. 

Applicants further note that an information disclosure statement (IDS) is being filed 
concurrently with this response. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: March 6, 2008 




Attorney for Applicants) 
Reg. No. 39,274 
Ryan, Mason & Lewis, LLP 
90 Forest Avenue 
Locust Valley, NY 11560 
(516) 759-2946 
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